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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 



1 . Applicant's arguments filed April 20, 2004 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicants argue neither Tuzhilin nor Hendricks teaches the generation of two or more 
sets of predictions. This argument is respectfully traversed. 

It is noted that the specification does not clearly define "sets of predictions." Therefore, 
the "sets of predictions" can be interpreted as sets of programs, movies, restaurants, 
products, etc. 

Tuzhilin discloses providing types of restaurants or types of products based static and 
dynamic profiles of user (col. 1 1 , line 14+). Clearly, two or more sets of predictions (two 
or more types of restaurants, products) are generated based on the profile data. 

Hendricks discloses the programmer packages the signals by entering certain 
information into the CAP. This information includes the date, time slot, and program 
categories, program descriptions, ratings, price, etc. of the various programs. The 
programmer and the CAP utilize demographic data and ratings in performing the 
packaging tasks. The operations center may send different groups of programs to 
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different cable headends 208 and/or set top terminals (col. 6, line 45+). The headend is 
able to perform "on the fly programming" changes such as, for example, interactive 
television services, selection of different foreign languages for the same video (col. 9, 
line 5+). The user selects particular set or criteria on the screen and only data 
associated with the selected criteria display on the screen (figures 1 1a+). Thus, two or 
more sets of predictions (e.g. two or more criteria, categories, movies, etc. figures 1 1a+) 
are generated based on the profile. 

For reasons given above, rejection on claims 1-26 is maintained as discussed below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 18-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claims 18 and 21 , line 18, the phrase "the at least two sets" is unclear. Appropriate 
correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another 
filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351 (a) shall have the effects 
for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application 
designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1-2, 6, 9-10, 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Tuzhilin (US 6,236,978). 

Regarding claim 1 , Tuzhilin teaches an automated recommendation system, 
comprising: 

a processor (320 - figure 7, col. 13, line 10+) connected to receive source data defining 
available sources and at least two set of profile data (static profile and dynamic profile- 
figure 2), each defining user references with respect to the resources (col. 3, line 30+); 
each of the sets of profile data being derived from a different class of interaction of the 
user with a first portion of the resource data and usable to predict a given resource's 
desirability based on each of the sets (user profiles can preferably be generated using 
static profiles and dynamic profiles, the static profile includes user static characteristics; 
dynamic profiles consists of rules or patterns characterizing a user's behavior - col. 3, 
line 40+. User Estimated Purchasing Needs Module 140 uses user profile to 
recommend items to user - figure 6a); 
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the processor being adapted to: generate at least two sets of predictions based on one 
or a combination of the sets of profile data (generate at least two sets of restaurants, 
products, based on the profiles - col. 1 1 , line 42+); 

combine the predictions by weight averaging corresponding ones from each of the at 
least two sets of predictions (provides result search of products based on the 
combination of static and dynamic profiles-Col. 11, line 14+). 

Regarding claim 2, Tuzhilin teaches the processor is adapted to: 
generate a weighted sum of corresponding records from each of the sets to generate a 
single combined set of profile data (the static and dynamic profiles are combined to form 
a combined user profile, items recommended to user based on user profile - col. 4, line 
22+ and figure 6). 

generate at least one of the set of predictions from the single combined set 
(recommend products or restaurants, etc. based on the combination of static and 
dynamic profiles- col. 11, line 15+). 

Regarding claim 6, Tuzhilin teaches the at least two profile data sets includes an implicit 
data set (dynamic profile) derived from machine-observation of a user's resource use 
history, whereby the implicit data reflects the user's selections of resource to use (col. 3, 
line 58+). 
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Regarding claim 9, Tuzhilin teaches a method of recommending resources, comprising 
the steps of: 

generating at least two sets of profile data (static profile and dynamic profile) based on 
expressed preferences of a user with respect to the resources each being usable to 
predict a given resource's desirability based on each of the sets; 
generating at least two sets of predictions based on one or a combination of the sets of 
profile data (generate at least two sets of restaurants, products, based on the profiles - 
col. 11, line 42+); 

combining the predictions by weight averaging corresponding ones from each of the at 
least two sets of predictions (provides result search of products based on the 
combination of static and dynamic profiles-Col. 1 1 , line 14+). 

Regarding claims 10, 14, the limitations as claimed correspond to the limitations as 
claimed in claims 2 and 6 and are analyzed as discussed with respect to the rejections 
of claims 2 and 6. 

6. Claims 1- 4, 6, 9-12, 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Hendricks et al. (US 6,408,437). 

Regarding claim 1 , Hendricks teaches an automated recommendation system, 
comprising: 

a processor (microprocessor 602- figure 4) connected to receive source data defining 
available sources and at least two sets of profile data (e.g. personal profile data and 
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mood data - col. 36, lines 24-30), each defining user preferences with respect to the 
resources (col. 33, line 45+); 

each of the sets of profile data being derived from a different class of interaction of the 
user (user input information and monitoring user's behaviors -learning mode-) with first 
portion of the resource data and usable to predict a given resource's desirability based 
on each of the sets (col. 33, line 45+); 

the processor being adapted to: generate at least two sets of predictions based on one 
or combinations of the sets of profile data (generating at least two sets of moods, types, 
categories, actors, ratings, etc. - figures 1 1a+ and col. 6, line 45+), and 
combining the predictions by weight averaging corresponding ones from each of the at 
least two sets of predictions (the viewer selects as few or as many of the criteria 1 132 
as desired. The more selective the resulting list of suggested programs-col. 31, line 19+. 
Any type search tool can be used to search the program abstract database. For 
example, a Boolean search can be used to scan the database of textual entries and 
retrieve the textual entries that satisfy the Boolean search. Searching method can be 
combined with the other methods, including viewer profile data and most often watched 
information. For example, different criteria can be assigned different weights. Then 
based one an evaluation of the weighted preference entries, only those programs 
satisfying a minimum weighted index would show up as a selection to be suggested to 
the viewer - col. 31 , line 20+). 



Regarding claim 2, Hendricks teaches the processor is adapted to: 
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generate a weighted sum of corresponding records from each of the sets to generate a 
single set of profile data (col. 36, line 31+); 

generate at least one of the sets of predictions from the single combined set (suggest 
programs according to the combination of viewer profile data and most often watched 
information or preference entries - col. 30, line 20+). 

Regarding claims 3-4, Hendricks teaches the processor (microprocessor 602 or network 
controller 214) is connected to control a delivery of resources corresponding to the 
resource data and responsively to the predictions (figure 4 and col. 8, line 66-col. 9, line 
32; col. 10, line 25+). 

Regarding claim 6, Hendricks teaches the at least two profile data sets include an 
implicit data set derived from machined observation of a user's resource use history, 
whereby the implicit data reflects the user's selections of resource to use (data collected 
by analyzing a subscriber past behavior-see col. 29, line 60+). 

Regarding claims 9-12, 14, the limitations of method as claimed respectively correspond 
to the limitations of system as claimed in claims 1-4, 6 and are analyzed as discussed in 
the rejection of claims 1-4, 6. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 5, 7-8, 13, 15-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hendricks et al. (US 6,408,437) in view of Bergh (US 6,1 12,186). 

Regarding claim 5, Hendricks teaches the at least two profile data sets include a 
feedback data set provided by the user with respect to a particular resource in the 
resource data (user is asked to answer questions - col. 34, line 30+). However, 
Hendricks does not specifically disclose the feedback set derived from ratings. 

Bergh teaches the feedback set derived from ratings (col. 4, line 33+). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Hendricks to use the teaching as taught as Bergh in order to provide a 
specific level of interest of each user. 
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Regarding claim 7, Hendricks teaches a system as discussed in the rejection of claim 1. 
However, Hendricks does not specifically disclose input vectors each include feature - 
value fairs. 

Bergh teaches input vectors each include feature-value fairs (see col. 4, lines 15-32 and 
col. 19, line 29+). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify Hendricks to use the teaching as 
taught as Bergh in order to improve efficiency in data recommendation system. 

Regarding claim 8, Hendricks teaches a system as discussed in the rejection of claim 1. 
However, Hendricks does not specifically disclose input vectors each include feature - 
value fairs and a rating value. 

Bergh teaches input vectors each include feature-value fairs and a rating value (see col. 
4, lines 15-32 and col. 19, line 29+). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Hendricks to use 
the teaching as taught as Bergh in order to recommend product to user more accurate 
according to specific interest level of user. 

Regarding claims 13, 15 and 16, the limitations of method as claimed respectively 
correspond to the limitations of system as claimed in claims 5, 7 and 8 and are analyzed 
as discussed in the rejection of claims 5, 7 and 8. 
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Regarding claim 17, Hendricks teaches a method as discussed in the rejection of claim 
9. Hendricks further teaches the sets of profile data includes: 
a set of explicitly profile data (information input by user) indicating express indications 
by a user of preferred classes of programming rather than indication by the user of 
particular resources that are preferred (col. 31, line 16+); 

feedback data set by the user with respect to a particular resource in the resource data 
(col. 32, line 5+); 

an implicit data set derived from machine observation of a user's resource use history, 
whereby the implicit data reflects the user's selection (col. 29, line 60+). However, 
Hendricks does not specifically disclose the feedback data set derived from rating 
provided by the user. 

Bergh teaches the feedback set derived from ratings provided by user (col. 4, line 33+). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Hendricks to use the teaching as taught as Bergh in order 
to provide a specific level of interest of each user. 

Regarding claim 18, Hendricks teaches an automated recommendation system, 
comprising: 

a processor (microprocessor 602- figure 4) connected to receive source data defining 
available sources and at least two sets of profile data (personal profile data and mood 
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data - col. 36, lines 24-30), each defining user preferences with respect to the 
resources (col. 33, line 45+); 
the sets of profile data includes: 

a set of explicitly profile data (information input by user) indicating express indications 
by a user of preferred classes of programming rather than indication by the user of 
particular resources that are preferred (col. 31, line 16+); 

feedback data set by the user with respect to a particular resource in the resource data 
(col. 32, line 5+); 

an implicit data set derived from machine observation of a user's resource use history, 
whereby the implicit data reflects the user's selection (col. 29, line 60+). 
the processor being adapted to generate at least two sets of predictions (types, 
categories, ratings, etc. figure 1 1a+) based on one or a combination of the sets of profile 
data (viewer profile or view preference entries, or information of most watched program- 
col. 30, line 65+), each of the predictions including a confidence level (weight number - 
col. 36, line 31+); 

the processor being further adapted to combined the predictions by weight-averaging 
corresponding to one from each of the at least two sets (combining types, categories, 
ratings, programs, etc. according to weight associated with the categories, programs, 
etc. corresponding to one from each of programs, categories, etc. 36, line col. 37, line 
10+). However, Hendricks does not specifically disclose the feedback data set derived 
from rating provided by the user. 
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Bergh teaches an apparatus may be provided to recommend items to a user. The 
apparatus comprises receiving means which receives ratings (either manually enter by 
the users or monitor user's environments- see col. 4, lines 20- 67) for items from user; 
memory element 12 for storing user and items profiles; means 18 for assigning a 
weight; means 20 for recommending items to the users based on the weights assigned 
to the users (see figures 1-4 and col. 25, line 57+). Bergh also teaches the predictions 
including a confident level (confident factor) and the processor being adapted to 
combine the predictions by weight-averaging corresponding ones from each of the at 
least two sets (see col. 13, line 16+). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Hendricks to use 
the teaching as taught as Bergs in order to provide a specific level of interest of each 
user. 

Regarding claim 19, Bergh teaches the processor is adapted to adjust weights of the 
weight averaging responsively to a different between the corresponding ones (see col. 
11, line 52+ col. 16, lines 56-58). 

Regarding claim 20, Bergh discloses the profile of the user may be updated as well as 
the profile of the item rated, and if the new rating is a change to an existing rating, 
overwriting the appropriate entry in the user profile (see col. 8, lines 1-10); Bergh further 
discloses once a set of neighboring users is chosen, a weight is assigned to each of the 
neighboring user, the weights assigned to such users may be adjust according to 
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enhance the recommendations given to the user (see col. 11, lines 36-44); and the 
weighted average of the rating is defined based on user's neighboring users rating (see 
col. 14, line 16+). Thus, when the weight assigned to each user in the neighboring users 
set changes, the weighted average is changed. As a result, the processor selectively 
override the weight averaging responsively to a difference between the corresponding 
ones. 

Regarding claims 21-23, the limitations of method as claimed respectively correspond to 
the limitations of system as claimed in claims 18-20 are respectively analyzed as 
discussed in the rejection of claims 18-20. 

Regarding claim 24, Hendricks teaches a method of combining profile data, comprising 
the steps of: 

generating first profile data (mood data) by receiving through a user interface (remote 
control 900) user preferences in the form of expressed generalized preferences 
corresponding classes of resources (col. 31, line 5+); 

generating second profile data (data collected by monitoring user past behavior or 

answer inputted by user - col. 29, line 60+); 

combining the first and second profile data to produce predictions by 

applying the first and second profile data to respective prediction engines and 

combining respective results thereof (col. 36, line 25+). However, Hendricks does not 



Application/Control Number: 09/627,139 
Art Unit: 2611 



Page 15 



specifically disclose receiving user preferences in form of rating data corresponding to 
specific resources. 

Bergh teaches an apparatus may be provided to recommend items to a user. The 
apparatus comprises receiving means which receives ratings (either manually enter by 
the users or monitor user's environments- see col. 4, lines 20- 67) for items from user. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Hendricks to use the teaching as taught as Bergs in order 
to provide a specific level of interest of each user. 

Regarding claim 25, Hendricks teaches combining the first and second profile data 
(combining viewer profile data and information of most watched program or preference 
entries col. 31, line 1+); wherein combining the first and second profiles includes weight 
averaging corresponding ones of the profile data (see col. 32, line 52+). 

Regarding claim 26, Bergh teaches combining respective results includes selectively 
weight averaging corresponding ones of the predictions (see col. 13, line 50+). 
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Conclusion 



9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Rosser (US 6,446,261) teaches set top device for targeted electronic insertion of indicia 
into video. 

Serbinis et al. (US 6,584,466) teaches Internet document management system and 
method. 

Maissel et al. (US 6,637,029) teaches intelligent electronic program guide. 

Ottesen et al. (US 5,778,135) teaches real time edit control for video program material. 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Son P Huynh whose telephone number is 703-305- 
1889. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Faile can be reached on 703-305-4380. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Son P. Huynh 
June 16, 2004 
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